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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's amendment filed 8/1 3/2008 has been entered. Claims 1 -1 9 are 
cancelled. Claims 20-22, 30-31 , 36-38, and 42 are amended. Claims 43-44 are newly 
added. Claims 20-44 are currently pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 8/1 3/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues on page 7, section IV (A) that Liotine does not disclose a 
common key to a plurality of objects, the step of providing the objects with a new 
common key, and that the random generation of the identification code excludes any 
common key to a plurality of objects. The examiner respectfully disagrees. Liotine 
discloses utilizing a receiver to generate a code to be transfer to and utilized by a 
transmitter (common key to a plurality of objects, the objects being the receiver and the 
transmitter), the code is shared by the receiver and transmitter to allow authorized 
transmission from the transmitter to the receiver, therefore the code generated is 
considered a common key for the transmitter and the receiver. The random generation 
of the identification code is to exclude the new code used by the receiver and 
transmitter from being the same as the older ones. The new code is randomly 
generated, but the new code is the same in the transmitter and the receiver after 
successful transfer of the code. 
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Applicant next argues that the combination of Liotine and Heitschel does not 
teach an excluded object. The examiner respectfully disagrees. The examiner 
respectfully disagrees. An object such a second transmitter in the system is inherently 
excluded if the second transmitter does not receive the newly generated code from the 
receiver. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification sliall conclude witli one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 42 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 42, the limitation "a memory, operatively connected to the 
logical unit, containing an operating program for a bidirectional object" rendered the 
claim indefinite; additional limitations citing execution of the operating program on a 
control unit such as a microprocessor is required in the claim in order to render the 
claim definite. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



Application/Control Number: 10/506,951 
Art Unit: 2612 



Page 4 



6. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

7. Claims 20-24, 26-27, 30-34, 36-40, 42, and 44 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Liotine et al. (US 4,529,980) in view of 
Heitschel et al. (US 5,576,701). 

Regarding claim 20, Liotine et al. disclose a method for reprogramming a plurality 
of bidirectional objects belonging to an installation (via two objects being transmitter 9 
and receiver 30 used on a garage door opening system. See Col. 1 , lines 55-64), said 
objects containing a common key (via code stored on non-volatile memories 34 and 13, 
See Fig 1 and Col. 4, lines 40-61 and Col. 5, lines 30-34), at least two of the plurality of 
objects being paired (via transmitter 9 and receiver 39) to allow sending of a command 
from one object of the pair to the other object of the pair and execution of the command 
by the other object (via transmitter 9 and receiver 39 can be used to remotely control a 
garage door. See Col. 1 , lines 60-61 ), the method providing for an object to be excluded 
from the pair objects (inherent, by not sharing the generated code with unauthorized 
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transmitters, only the authorized transmitter 9 is placed in close proximity to the receiver 
30 to receive the new code. See Col. 4, lines 51-54), wherein the method comprises: 

providing a new common key to all the objects which are not to be excluded (via 
program mode switch 41 on receiver 39 is closed, a new code is generated and stored 
on memory 34 and then transfer the new code to transmitter 9 via light emitting diode 
36, See Col. 4, lines 40-61). (See Col. 1, line 33 to Col. 2, line 6; Col. 2, line 44 to Col. 
3, line 8; Col. 4, line 40-61; and Col. 5, lines 16-34; and Figures 1-4) 

But Liotine et al. fail to explicitly disclose when a command is sent from one 
object to another object with which it is paired, verifying that the two objects contain the 
new common key; and refusal by the other object to execute the command if the two 
objects do not contain the new common key. 

Heitschel et al. teach a method of operating a door actuating system using a 
remote transmitter (24). The remote transmitter (24) transmits a door actuation signal 
comprising a sequence of coded words, which must match a sequence of allowable 
coded words stored in a controlled unit (38) of the actuating system in order to operate 
the door. (See Col. 3, lines 38-56) 

From the teachings of Heitschel et al., it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the method of 
Liotine et al. to include verifying that the two objects contain the new common key when 
a command is sent from one object to another object with which it is paired; and refusal 
by the other object to execute the command if the two objects do not contain the new 
common key in order to prevent unauthorized commands from other transmitters. 
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Regarding claim 21 , the combination of Liotine et al. and Heitschel et al. disclose 
the structural elements of the claimed invention but failed to disclose the step of 
verifying for two given objects is carried out only when a command is sent after the new 
common key was provided. 

However, It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the combination of Liotine et al. and Heitschel et al. to 
include the step of verifying for two given objects is carried out only when a command is 
sent after the new common key was provided in order to make sure there are no 
problems with the new common key to be used on the system. 

Regarding claim 22, Liotine et al. disclose the step of providing of the new 
common key comprises: generating a new common key (via program mode switch 41 
on receiver 39 is closed, a new code is generated and stored on memory 34); and 
transmitting the generated new common key (via light emitting diode 36). (See Col. 4, 
line 40-61; and Col. 5, lines 16-34) 

Regarding claim 23, Liotine et al. disclose the step of generation is carried out 
using a single object (via receiver 30 generates new code and stored on memory 34). 
(See Col. 4, line 40-61) 

Regarding claim 24, Liotine et al. disclose the step of generation is carried out 
using two objects (via receiver 30 generates new code and the new code is transmitted 
to transmitter 9). (See Col. 4, line 40-61 ; and Col. 5, lines 16-34). 
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Regarding claim 26, Liotine et al. disclose the step of transmission comprises a 
point-to-point transmission (via light emitting diode 36 to programming signal receiver 
21). 

Regarding claim 27, Liotine et al. disclose the point-to-point transmission 
comprises an action by the user on each point (via closing program mode switch 41 on 
receiver 30 and placing transmitter 9 in close proximity to the receiver 30). (See Col. 4, 
lines 40-61) 

Regarding claims 30 and 36, claims 30 and 36 are computer program product 
claims for the invention of claim 20; therefore they are rejected for the same reasons as 
claim 20 above. 

Regarding claim 31 , the combination of Liotine et al. and Heitschel et al. disclose 
the structural elements of the claimed invention but failed to disclose a routine of 
verifying for a given pairing is implemented only when a first command is received. 

However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the combination of Liotine et al. and Heitschel et al. to 
include the step of verifying for a given pairing is implemented only when a first 
command is received in order to make sure there are no problems with the new 
common key to be used on the system 

Regarding claim 32, the combination of Liotine et al. and Heitschel et al. disclose 
the claimed invention wherein Liotine further discloses the routine of generating a new 
common key (See Col. 4, lines 40-51). 
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Regarding claim 33, Liotine et al. disclose the routine of generating comprises a 
sub-routine of transmitting a command (via programming signal) to generate the 
common key to another object. (See Col. 5, lines 30-40) 

Regarding claim 34, Liotine et al. disclose a routine of transmitting a new 
common key (via light emitting diode 36) to another object. (See Col. 4, lines 40-61 ) 

Regarding claim 37, the combination of Liotine et al. and Heitschel et al. disclose 
the structural elements of the claimed invention but failed to disclose the routine of 
verifying for a given pairing is implemented only when the first command is transmitted. 

However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the combination of Liotine et al. and Heitschel et al. to 
include the routine of verifying for a given pairing is implemented only when a first 
command is transmitted. 

Regarding claim 38, Liotine et al. disclose a routine of generating of a new 
common key (via light emitting diode 36). (See Col. 4, lines 40-61) 

Regarding claim 39, Liotine et al. disclose the routine of generating comprises a 
sub-routine of transmitting of a command (via programming signal) to generate the 
common key to another object. (See Col. 5, lines 30-40) 

Regarding claim 40, Liotine et al. disclose a routine of transmitting of a new 
common key to another object (via light emitting diode 36). (See Col. 4, lines 40-61 ) 

Regarding claim 42, Liotine et al. disclose a bidirectional object (via receiver 30), 
having a receiving stage (via RF receiver 32); a transmitting stage (via programming 
signal transmitter 36); a logical unit (via microcomputer 33) controlling the receiving 
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stage and the transmitting stage; and a memory logically connected to the logical unit 
(via memory 34). (See Figure 3) 

Liotine at al. in view of Heitschel at al. (Saa rejection on claim 30 above) further 
disclose programmable routines for a bidirectional object adapted to store at least one 
common key and at least one piece of information on pairing, said program comprising: 
a routine adapted to receive a new common key; a routine adapted to receive a 
command; a routine adapted to verify a command received from a paired transmitter 
object of the presence of the common key in the transmitter object; and a routine 
adapted to refuse execution of the command if the verification is negative. 

But the combination of Liotine et al. and Heitschel et al. failed to disclose the 
programmable routines are programmed and stored on a memory. 

However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to program the routines and store them on a memory in order to 
execute them on the receiver. 

Regarding claim 44, the combination of Liotine and Heitschel discloses the 
claimed invention wherein Liotine discloses the pairing of paired objects are suspended 
during the step of providing the new common key (inherent, when the new code is 
generated in the receiver 30, the transmitter 9 is no longer paired with the receiver 30) 
and become valid again upon confirmation that the paired objects contain the new 
common key (via transmitter 9 receiving new code from receiver 30, See Col. 4, lines 
40-61 and Col. 5, lines 30-34). 
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8. Claims 25, 28, 35, 41, and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Liotine et al. in view of Heitschel et al. as applied to claims 22, 30, 
and 36 above, and further in view of Clark et al. (US 5,148,159). 

Regarding claim 25, the combination of Liotine et al. and Heitschel et al. disclose 
the structural elements of the claimed invention but failed to disclose the step of 
transmission comprises a point to multipoint transmission. 

Clark et al. teach a remote control system including one or more portable units 
and a base unit, which employs identification codes for security. The base unit teaches 
the identification code to one or more portable units. (See the Abstract and Col. 2, line 
65 to Col. 3, line 35) 

From the teachings of Clark et al., it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the combination of Liotine et 
a. and Heitschel et al. to include the step of transmission comprising a point to 
multipoint transmission in order to increase the number of available objects for 
operation. 

Regarding claim 28, the combination of Liotine et al. and Heitschel et al. disclose 
a point-to-point transmission (via light emitting diode 36 to programming receiver 21) in 
a sub-group of the objects (See Liotine et al., Col. 4, lines 40-61 ) but failed to disclose a 
point to multipoint transmission to another sub-group of the objects. 

Clark et al. teach a remote control system including one or more portable units 
and a base unit, which employs identification codes for security. The base unit teaches 
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the identification code to one or more portable units. (See the Abstract and Col. 2, line 
65 to Col. 3, line 35) 

From the teachings of Clark et al., it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the combination of Liotine et 
al. and Heitschel et al. to include a point to multipoint transmission to another sub-group 
of the objects in order to increase the number of compatible objects for operation. 

Regarding claim 35, the combination of Liotine et al. and Heitschel et al. disclose 
the structural elements of the claimed invention but failed to disclose a routine of 
transmitting a new common key to more than one object. 

Clark et al. teach a remote control system including one or more portable units 
and a base unit, which employs identification codes for security. The base unit teaches 
the identification code to one or more portable units. (See the Abstract and Col. 2, line 
65 to Col. 3, line 35) 

From the teachings of Clark et al., it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the combination of Liotine et 
al. and Heitschel et al. to include transmitting a new common key to more than one 
object in order to increase the number of available objects for operation. 

Regarding claim 41 , the combination of Liotine et al. and Heitschel et al. disclose 
the structural elements of the claimed invention but failed to disclose a routine of 
transmitting a new common key to several other objects. 

Clark et al. teach a remote control system including one or more portable units 
and a base unit, which employs identification codes for security. The base unit teaches 
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the identification code to one or more portable units. (See the Abstract and Col. 2, line 
65 to Col. 3, line 35) 

From the teachings of Clark et al., it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the combination of Liotine et 
al. and Heitschel et al. to include transmitting a new common key to several other 
objects in order to increase the number of available objects for operation. 

Regarding claim 43, the combination of Liotine and Heitschel did not specifically 
disclose the new common key is provided globally to all the objects of the installation, 
without consideration of the pairings. 

Clark teaches a remote control system with teach/learn setting of identification 
code. The remote controls system employs identification codes for security. The 
identification codes may be taught to plural portable units. (See the Abstract) 

From the teachings of Clark, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify the combination of Liotine and 
Heitschel to include the new common key is provided globally to all the objects of the 
installation, without consideration of the pairings as taught by Clark to allow multiple 
portable devices to operate the remotely controlled system. 

9. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Liotine 
et al. in view of Heitschel et al. as applied to claim 22 above, and further in view of Little 
et al.(US 7,046,991). 

Regarding claim 29, the combination of Liotine et al. and Heitschel et al. disclose 
the structural elements of the claimed invention but failed to disclose when the new 
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common key of an object is transmitted to another object, verification that the two 
objects contain the old common key. 

Little et al. teach a system and method for supporting multiple certification 
authorities on a communication device. The certification authority provides keys to a 
mobile device to encrypt information for communication, if the new key generated is not 
stored properly by the mobile device, then the old key may be used to generate a new 
key for communication. (See the Abstract and Col. 4, lines 13-38) 

From the teachings of Little et al., it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the combination of Litotine et 
al. and Heitschel et al. to include when the new common key of an object is transmitted 
to another object, verification that the two objects contain the old common key in order 
to provide a backup in case the new common key generated was not stored properly 
and operation is not possible. 

Conclusion 

10. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, liowever, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to YONG HANG JIANG whose telephone number is 
(571 )270-3024. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:30 am to 6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian A. Zimmerman can be reached on 571-272-3059. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Y.J./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2612 
/Brian A Zimmerman/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2612 
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